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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This communication is in response to Amendment filed 05/27/05, claims 17-18, 36-37 and 55-56 
have been canceled, claims 1-16, 19-35, 38-54 and 57 remain pending. 

2. Claim 8, "the operations", lack antecedent basis. For the purposes of examination, the operations 
refer to the transmission of information discussed on claim 7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. Quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 103 that form the basis for the rejections 
under this section made in this Office action may be found in previous office action. 

4. Claims 1, 6-10, 14, 19-20, 25-29, 33, 38-39, 44-48, 52, and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being obvious over Waytena (US 5,978,770) in view of Wolzien (US 2003/0212996) 

Regarding claim 1, Waytena discloses a method for transmitting information to a wireless device 
comprising: determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); 

determining whether the current location is within a proximity to a target location (col. 14, lines 
29-33); and 

if the current location is within the proximity to the target location, displaying on the wireless 
device "offerings" information available at the target location (col. 14, lines 21-24); however Waytena 
does not explicit disclose where the displayed offerings are transmitting information to the wireless 
device. 

Wolzien teaches determining a user's current location [0017], wireless device [0074]; 
determining target locations within the proximity of user's current location [0017-0018]; and 
transmitting information to the wireless device on services available at determined target location 
within the proximity of user's current location, information including "offerings" products/services 
thereon [0018, 0117], information including additional content to facilitate the completion of any 
transactional details involved in the procurement of goods/services at the target location [0019, 0117], 
automatically communicated to the target location as providing the requested or alternative good/service 
[0022], notify a user of goods/services for sale and when the user is in the proximity of a restaurant, a 
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retail establishment, or a similar location being marketed based upon the current location of the user, as 
determined by location determination means [0081]. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
given the teachings of Waytena for providing when in the proximity of a location, information of the 
services available at the proximity location, the teachings of Wolzien would be readily apparent. Given 
the suggestion of Waytena for not storing locally (col. 8, lines 47-55) displayed "offerings" information 
available at the target location. One would be motivate to implement Wolzien's teaching for transmitting 
information to the wireless device on services available at determined target location within the 
proximity of user's current location to not have to store and update each and every wireless device with 
dynamic information of offerings available at the target location. 

Regarding claim 6, offerings available at the target location, i.e. goods/services (Waytena: col. 14, line 22, 
Wolzien: 0018). 

Regarding claim 7, determine whether the offerings at the target location match one accessed personal 
preference indicated by the user, and transmitted such (Waytena: col. 14, lines 21-23, Wolzien: 0058). 

Regarding claims 8-9, transmission of information is in response to a push action (Waytena: col. 6, lines 
22-26; col. 13, lines 49-50 and Wolzien: 0110) and pull action at the wireless device (Waytena: col. 14, 
lines 20-21, Wolzien: 01 10). 

Regarding claim 10, determining a current location of the wireless device (Waytena: col. 14, lines 24-27); 

providing a data structure including "event" information for each of a plurality of services 
"events" that occur at event locations (Waytena: col. 13, lines 49-50); 

determining whether the current location is within a proximity to one of the event locations 
(Waytena: col. 14, lines 29-33); and 

if the current location is within the proximity to at least one event location, then providing event 
information to the wireless device for the at least one event location that is within the proximity to the 
wireless device (Waytena: col. 14, lines 21-24), wherein providing information comprises transmitting 
(Wolzien: 0018-01 19, 0022). 
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Regarding claim 14, gathering for each wireless device data on "event" locations where the wireless 
device was located and a time the wireless device was located at the event location (Waytena: col. 19, 
lines 9-12). 

Claims 17-18 (canceled) 

Regarding claim 19, target location-an activity at an amusement park (Waytena: col. 2, lines 46-49). 

Regarding claim 20, this claim comprises the system comprising the means for performing the functions 
discussed on claim 1, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 25-28, these claims comprise the system comprising the means for performing the 
functions discussed on claims 6-9, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 29, this claim comprises the system comprising a computer readable medium (Waytena: 
Fig. 1 A, item 111) and the means for performing the functions discussed on claim 1, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 33, this claim comprises the system comprising the means for performing the functions 
discussed on claim 14, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

claims 36-37 (canceled) 

Regarding claim 38, this claim comprises the system comprising the means for performing the functions 
discussed on claim 19, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 39, this claim comprises the article of manufacture including code for performing the 
functions discussed on claim 1, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 44-47, these claims comprise the article of manufacture including code for performing 
the functions discussed on claims 6-9, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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Regarding claim 48, this claim comprises the article of manufacture including code for performing the 
functions discussed on claim 10, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 52, this claim comprises the article of manufacture including code for performing the 
functions discussed on claim 14, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

claims 55-56 (canceled) 

Regarding claims 57, this claim comprises the article of manufacture including code for performing the 
functions discussed on claim 19, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

5. Claims 2-3, 15-16, 21-22, 34-35, 40-41, and 53-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Waytena in view of Wolzien in further in view of Cahill (5,428,784). 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, providing a list of user selected events (Waytena: col. 13, lines 59-60); a list of 
attractions may not be sent i.e. the list is empty if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is 
no attraction within proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's 
preferences (Waytena: col. 14, lines 21-24); 

accessing scheduled event records each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for 
a time period (Waytena: col. 10, lines 12-15, col. 3, lines 1 1-27, 53-54, col 12, lines 25-45); and 

processing the scheduled event records for the user to determine whether the user is "available" 
i.e. qualified to visit during the event time period (Waytena: col 7, lines 45-51 and col. 8, lines 32-46); 
however Waytena does not explicitly teach determining whether the user is available, i.e. whether no 
scheduled event "entirely" overlaps a given time period to visit the target location. 

Cahill teaches accessing scheduled events records (e.g. a calendar) indicating the individual 
scheduled events at each respective time duration (col. 2, lines 1-5), searching said records for any 
schedule events overlapping a provided period of time with which the search is made, and determining 
whether the individual is available and if determined that the individual is not available, returning the 
overlapping event record information in response to said search (col. 1, lines 25-59, col. 3, lines 34-45). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
given the suggestions of Waytena for determining whether a request reservation is valid and returning a 
response of confirmation or rejection. The validation comprises determining whether the user is available 
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to visit the target location. It would have been obvious to enable Waytena' s filtering rules applied to 
stored information list of pending and confirmed reservations for an event (attraction), identifying the 
user and the time for the reservation for determining if a request reservation for a predetermine event and 
predetermined period of time can be accommodated including reply accordingly, to further search said 
records for any schedule events overlapping a requested period of time to determining whether the user is 
available to visit any requested target location and if determined that the individual is not available, 
returning the corresponding overlapping event record information or if determine that the user is 
available, informing the user accordingly e.g. with a confirmation message. Motivation for doing so 
would be to prevent the burdening the user with a list of attractions that the user is unable to attend 
because of his/her scheduled events. 

Regarding claim 15, receiving information broadcasted within a defined region on event offerings at a 
target location for an event time period (Waytena: col. 13, lines 49-50), information (a list of attractions) 
may be sent if a particular condition is met (Waytena: col. 14, lines 21-24), accessing scheduled event 
records each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a time period (Waytena: col. 10, 
lines 12-15, col. 3, lines 1 1-27, 53-54, col 12, lines 25-45); and processing the scheduled event records for 
the user to determine whether the user is "available" qualified to visit during the event time period 
(Waytena: col 7, lines 45-51 and col. 8, lines 32-46); 

Cahill teaches accessing scheduled events records (e.g. a calendar) indicating the individual 
scheduled events at each respective time duration (col 2., lines 1-5), searching said records for any 
schedule events overlapping a provided period of time with which the search is made, and determining 
whether the individual is available and if determined that the individual is not available, returning the 
overlapping event record information in response to said search (col. 1, lines 25-59, col. 3, lines 34-45). 
Same obvious statement and motivation to combine discussed on claims 2-3 is hereby 
incorporated/applied by reference. 

Regarding claim 16, providing information on user preferences (Waytena: col. 14, line 22); determining 
whether the received information satisfies one user preference, wherein the information is not presented 
to the user if the received information does not satisfy one user preference (Waytena: col. 14, lines 
21-23). 
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Regarding claims 21-22, includes limitations discussed on claims 1-4, and 15 same rationale of rejection 
is applicable. Further, information (a list of attractions) may not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a 
particular condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction within proximity to the user or if there 
is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences (Waytena: col. 14, lines 21-24); accessing 
scheduled event records each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a time period 
(Waytena: col. 10, lines 12-15, col. 3, lines 1 1-27, 53-54, col 12, lines 25-45). 

Regarding claim 34, this claim comprises the system and the respective means fro performing the 
functions discussed on claim 15, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 35, this claim comprises the system and the respective means for performing the 
functions discussed on claim 16, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Claims 36-37 (canceled) 

Regarding claims 40-41, these claims comprise the article of manufacture for performing the functions 
discussed on claims 2-3, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 53-54, these claims comprise the article of manufacture for performing the functions 
discussed on claims 15-16, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Claims 55-56 (canceled). 

Regarding claim 4, the combined references as applied on claims 2-3, further teach a list of attractions 
may not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no 
attraction within proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences 
(Waytena: col 14/lines 13-35); 

providing a list of attractions that match the particular preference of the user or that are in relative 
proximity to the user's current location (Waytena: col. 14, lines 20-35); 

a data structure indicating a plurality of time periods during which offerings are available at the 
target location records comprising a list of pending and confirmed reservations for an event (attraction), 
identifying the user and the time for the reservation (Waytena: col. 10, lines 12-15); 
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determining using said records the next available time for a reservation (Waytena: col. 10, lines 

53-67); 

maintaining information describing the associated attractions, including its description, 
geographic location and hours of operations, further maintaining reservation status of the attraction, the 
current state of the queue for corresponding attraction and estimating the number of people in the queue, 
keeping track of the number of people, enables the estimate of current and future availability of the 
attraction (Waytena: col 5, lines 33-58), and 

determining whether the user is "available" qualified to visit the target location within on of the 
time periods indicated in the data structure (Waytena: col 7, lines 45-51 col. 8, lines 32-46); and 

determining whether the user is "available" (i.e. any scheduled events overlap a provided period 
of time) to visit the target location within on of the time periods indicated in the data structure (Cahill: 
col. 2, lines 1-5, col. 1, lines 25-59, col. 3, lines 34-45). 

Regarding claim 5, comprises limitations discussed on claims 2-4 above same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claims 23-24, these claims comprise the system including a computer readable medium and 
means for respectively perform the functions discussed on claims 4-5, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claims 42-43, these claims comprise the article of manufacture for performing the functions 
discussed on claims 4-5, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

6. Claims 1 1-13, 30-32, and 49-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Waytena in view of Wolzien in further in view of Redmann. 

Regarding claim 11, determine whether a user is in proximity to an event location (Waytena: col. 14, lines 
29-33); whether an event is indicated in the event preference information (Waytena: col. 14, lines 21-23); 
and transmitting information for one event indicated in the preference information (Waytena: col. 14, 
lines 21-23); however Waytena does not expressly disclose determining whether an event is both within 
proximity to the user and indicated in the event preference information. 
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Redmann teaches that it is known that a scheduling method can determine both the distance to an 
event and whether that event is indicated in the user's preference profile (par. 239, lines 1-13). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to allow Waytena's method 
to utilize it's ability to determine user proximity to an event and whether the event is preferred by the user 
together to determine both of these attributes for a particular event. It would also have been obvious to 
allow Waytena's method to present a list of these attractions to the user. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to present activities to the user that are very desirable to them based on these factors 
(par. 239, lines 1-2). 

Regarding claim 12, determining, determined events at event locations within the proximity to the current 
location (Waytena: col. 14, lines 29-33), list of events should be visited based on the event locations and 
the current location, e.g. a list of available events (attractions) or a list of attractions that match the 
particular preferences of the user or that are in relative proximity to the user's determined current location 
and those determine attractions that the user is near to (Waytena: col 14/lines 13-35); however the 
applied prior art does not teach where the provided information comprises an "optimal" order. 

Redmann teaches that it is known to generate an itinerary of attractions in a predetermined order 
for a user based on the amount of time to travel to the attraction from the previous location of the user 
(par. 177, and 0133-0134). Redmann also teaches that this itinerary can be presented to a user on a 
wireless device (Fig. 4). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to add an option to Waytena's method to have an itinerary of reservations made for the user 
based on travel time. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to 
obtain a schedule that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5, lines 1-2). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of minimizing 
inconvenience. 

Regarding claim 13, determining the proximity of events to a user's current location (Waytena: col. 14, 
lines 29-33); information (a list of attractions) may not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular 
condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction within proximity to the user or if there is no 
attraction that complies with the user's preferences (col. 14, lines 21-24); Redmann teaches that it is 
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known that a wait time for an attraction can be determined and used by a scheduling device (par. 174, 
lines 3-4). Redmann also teaches that it can be determined whether a particular wait time exceeds a user's 
threshold of an acceptable amount of time to wait (par. 200, lines 19). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to enable Waytena's method 
to be able to determine the wait time for attractions that are determined to be in proximity to a user's 
location and to transmit a list of potential attractions containing only those attractions with an acceptable 
wait time. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to obtain a 
schedule that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5, lines 1-2). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of minimizing 
inconvenience. 

Regarding claims 30-32, these claims comprises the system including the means associated with each 
respective function discussed on claims 11-13, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 49-51, this claim comprises the article of manufacture associated with the functions 
performed on claim 11-13, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Regarding claims 1, 20 and 39 rejected anticipated by Waytena, it is argued (p. 17-19 of remarks) 
that the applied reference does not teach claim limitation as recited. Specifically, does not teach 
transmitting information to the wireless device on offerings available at a target location within a 
proximity to the current location of the wireless device, because the attraction description storage is 
locally stored the personal communication device, thereby it does not need transmitted to it. 

8. Regarding claims 2-3, 15-16, 21-22, 34-35, 41-41 and 53-54 rejected under 103 over Waytena in 
view of Cahill, it is argued (p. 19-20 of remarks) that the applied references do not teach claim limitation 
as recited. Specifically, do not teach processing schedule records to determine whether the user is 
available to visit a target location within a proximity to the location of the user's wireless device, because 
the claim's concern, according to applicant, is whether information on a target location proximate to the 
user of the wireless device will be sent to the user of the wireless device. 
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In response to the above-mentioned argument, claim 2 broadly interpreted reads: accessing a 
record, which indicates an event scheduled on a time period, determining with said record whether the 
user is available to visit the target location. Claim interpretation to the claimed clause "determine whether 
the user is available", (i) According to applicant's specification, a filtering mechanism process user 
scheduled event records to determine whether no scheduled event entirely overlaps a given time period 
with the period of the duration during which the described services are offered. This is used to infer 
whether or not "the user is available" during a given time period (p. 20, lines 18-26); (ii) the claimed term 
"available", an adjective denoting the state of being present or ready for immediate user, accessible, 
obtainable, qualified or willing to do something or to assume a responsibility. This plain meaning 
constitute the broadest reasonable interpretation inlight of the disclosure (MPEP 2111). 

Waytena teaches presenting the user with a list of available events (attractions) or a list of 
attractions that match the particular preferences of the user or that are in relative proximity to the user's 
determined current location and those determine attractions that the user is near to (col 14/lines 13-35); 
accessing (209) "scheduled event" records (210) comprising a list of pending and confirmed reservations 
for an event (attraction), identifying the user and the time for the reservation (col. 10, lines 12-15); 
determining using said records the next available time for a reservation (col. 10, lines 53-67), determining 
whether and when a reservation request can be accommodated, returning a response to the user of 
confirmation/rejection (col. 3, lines 11-27, 53-54), events include attractions and other services (col. 2, 
lines 46-49), the request may specify a particular time of the day that the user is interest in or the next 
time available for visiting the attraction, determining (209) the availability of the attraction in accordance 
with the request (col. 12, lines 25-45); maintaining information describing the associated attractions, 
including its description, geographic location and hours of operations, further maintaining reservation 
status of the attraction, the current state of the queue for corresponding attraction and estimating the 
number of people in the queue, keeping track of the number of people, enables the estimate of current and 
future availability of the attraction (col 5, lines 33-58). Means for determining the number of reservation 
the user has confirmed or accepted, the time of day, location of attraction, the user's current location and 
proximity to the attraction (col 7, lines 45-51). Means for determining whether a user's request for 
reservation to an event (attraction) is valid, such as, whether the user is allowed to attend to the attraction, 
and where the user is permitted to attend requested attraction (col. 8, lines 32-46). 

Thus, Waytena teaches accessing a record, which indicates an event scheduled on a time period, 
and determining with said record whether the user making a request for reservation may visit the target 
location at a particular time requested or at the next time the event is available. Thus, Waytena also 
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teaches determining the whether the user is available to visit the target location, specifically, determining 
whether a user's request for reservation to an event (attraction) is valid, such as, whether the user is 
"available", i.e. qualified allowed to attend "visit" to the attraction, and where the user is permitted to 
attend requested attraction (col. 8, lines 32-46). 

However Waytena does not explicitly teach determining whether the user is available, i.e. 
whether no scheduled event entirely overlaps a given time period to visit the target location. 

Cahill teaches accessing scheduled events records (e.g. a calendar) indicating the individual 
scheduled events at each respective time duration (col 2., lines 1-5), searching said records for any 
schedule events overlapping a provided period of time with which the search is made, and determining 
whether the individual is available and if determined that the individual is not available, returning the 
overlapping event record information in response to said search (col. 1, lines 25-59, col. 3, lines 34-45). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
given the suggestions of Waytena for determining whether a request reservation is valid and returning a 
response of confirmation or rejection. The validation comprises determining whether the user is available 
to visit the target location. It would have been obvious to enable Waytena's filtering rules applied to 
stored information list of pending and confirmed reservations for an event (attraction), identifying the 
user and the time for the reservation for determining if a request reservation for a predetermine event and 
predetermined period of time can be accommodated including reply accordingly, to further search said 
records for any schedule events overlapping a requested period of time to determining whether the user is 
available to visit any requested target location and if determined that the individual is not available, 
returning the corresponding overlapping event record information or if determine that the user is 
available, informing the user accordingly e.g. with a confirmation message. Motivation for doing so 
would be to prevent the burdening the user with a list of attractions that the user is unable to attend 
because of his/her scheduled events. 

9. Regarding claims 2-3, 15-16, 21-22, 34-35, 41-41 and 53-54 rejected under 103 over Waytena in 
view of Cahill, it is argued (p. 20-21 of remarks) that the applied references do not teach claim limitation 
as recited. Specifically, do not teach processing schedule records to determine whether the user is 
available during an event time period of an event offering at a target location. 

In response to the above-mentioned argument, Waytena teaches determining whether and when a 
reservation request can be accommodated, returning a response to the user of confirmation/rejection (col. 
3, lines 1 1-27, 53-54), events include attractions and other services (col. 2, lines 46-49), the request may 
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specify a particular time of the day that the user is interest in or the next time available for visiting the 
attraction, determining (209) the availability of the attraction in accordance with the request (col 12, 
lines 25-45); determining the number of reservation the user has confirmed or accepted, the time of day, 
location of attraction, the user's current location and proximity to the attraction (col 7, lines 45-51); 
means for determining whether a user 's request for reservation to an event (attraction) is valid, such as, 
whether the user is allowed to attend to the attraction, and where the user is permitted to attend requested 
attraction (col 8, lines 32-46). Cahill teaches determining the availability of a user at a given period of 
time by searching records of scheduled events. Same rationale of obviousness rejection discussed above is 
applicable. 

10. Regarding claims 2-3, 15-16, 21-22, 34-35, 41-41 and 53-54 rejected under 103 over Waytena in 
view of Cahill, it is argued (p. 21-22 of remarks) that the applied references do not teach claim limitation 
as recited. Specifically, do not teach that the user receives a message on the condition that the user is 
determined to be available. 

In response to the above-mentioned argument, as discussed above and based on the provided 
teachings of the prior art. It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made given the suggestions of Waytena for determining whether a request reservation is 
valid and returning a response of confirmation or rejection. The validation comprises determining whether 
the user is available to visit the target location. It would have been obvious to enable Waytena's filtering 
rules applied to stored information list of pending and confirmed reservations for an event (attraction), 
identifying the user and the time for the reservation for determining if a request reservation for a 
predetermine event and predetermined period of time can be accommodated including reply accordingly, 
to further search said records for any schedule events overlapping a requested period of time to 
determining whether the user is available to visit any requested target location and if determined that the 
individual is not available, returning the corresponding overlapping event record information or if 
determine that the user is available, informing the user accordingly e.g. with a confirmation message. 
Motivation for doing so would be to prevent the burdening the user with a list of attractions that the user 
is unable to attend because of his/her scheduled events. 

11. Regarding claims 4, 5, 23-24, and 42-43 rejected under 103 over Waytena in view of Cahill in 
further view of Redmann, it is argued (p. 23-24 of remarks) that the applied references do not teach claim 
limitation as recited. Specifically, do not teach determining whether the user is "available" to visit the 
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target location within time periods indicated in the data structure, where the information is not transmitted 
if the user is not determined to be available. Further the no cited art has been suggested for the 
combination. 

In response to the above-mentioned argument, as discussed above and based on the provided 
teachings of the prior art, this claim limitation when interpreted, either given the plain meaning or when 
interpreted directly from the specification is taught by the applied prior art of record, an obviousness type 
rejection has applicable. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion in the references 
to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is 
some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Prieto, B. whose telephone number is (571) 272-3902. The Examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday-Friday from 6:00 to 3:30 p.m. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the Examiner's Supervisor, Andrew T. Caldwell can be reached at (571) 272-3868. Any 
inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to 
the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3800/4700. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system, status information for published application may be obtained from 
either Private or Public PAIR, for unpublished application Private PAIR only (see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov or the Electronic Business Center at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Hand carried or delivered to: 

Customer Service Window located at the Randolph Bldg. 
401 Dulany St. 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Faxed to the Central Fax Office: 

(703) 872-9306 (old No. in service until Sept. 15, 2005), 
(571) 273-8300 (New Central Fax No.) 
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